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to bring into relief the main figure, that certain general divisions are
necessary in design, and so on. This and much more concerns
esthetics. We can at least lay down minimum and restrictive laws.

If the subjective aspect is to be considered, we might speak of the
psychology of esthetics, in which case we should restrict our psycho-
logical treatment to the mental states and attitudes produced by the
esthetic features of different situations. A thorough study of the atti-
tudes which go with the ideational content, other than the emotional
disturbance, is I think a work which will lead to some valuable re-
sults in this field. The explanation of the subjective moments solely
by means of atomistic compilation or cerebral mechanism is gradually
slipping away, and needs to be supplanted by the more modern study
of body attitudes and motor adjustments.

FELIX ARNOLD.
NEW YORK CITY.
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Princifiia Ethica. GEORGE E. MOORE. Cambridge, University
Press, 1905. Pp. xxvii -f 232.
Mr. Moore's book is characterized by distinctness of purpose,

sharp analyses, and a good and readable style. The two fundamental
distinctions upon which its main arguments rest are as old as Aristotle,
but they are worked out with unusual thoroughness. The plan of the
book is to criticise ethical theories considered erroneous by the author,
using the fundamental distinctions as touchstones, and then to elabo-
rate the considerations that render these theories merely plausible. In
the course of the discussion many interesting problems come into view.

The first distinction is between the in-itself-good and the good-for,
between the ' kind of things that ought to exist for their own sakes'
and the ' actions that we ought to perform,'the author believing, quite
properly, that the failure to keep constantly in mind this distinction is
responsible for much confusion in ethical thinking and writing.

The second distinction is between the connotation and the deno-
tation of ' good.' And the failure to bear it and especially the exact
connotation of good clearly in mind, is held to give rise to the ' natu-
ralistic fallacy,' which is the ethical fallacy par excellence, and consists
in hastily asserting that good is or means pleasure, health, fullness of
life, etc., when it is or means none of' these, but only and always just
itself, though some of them are no doubt good things. The motto of
the book is Bishop Butler's pregnant tautology, Everything is what it
is, and not another thing.
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On the basis of these two distinctions Mr. Moore divides his dis-
cussion into three parts, the first dealing with what good is, and, more
at length, with what it is not; the second with the rules of conduct j
and the third with the discovery and discussion of the things that are
greatly good in themselves. The introductory drawing of distinctions
and Part I. constitute the main body of the book, as the author's main
object, as stated by him, is ' the discovery and establishment of the
fundamental principles of ethical reasoning, rather than of any con-
clusions to which they may lead.'

We have, of course, to agree with Mr. Moore that < good,' i. e.,
goodness, that which constitutes a good thing good, is not pleasure or
any other thing, but just goodness, and there is much clearness of
thought in his explanation of the misleading plausibility of meta-
physical, hedonistic, and evolutionary theories, though his arguments
do scant justice to the light thrown by evolution on ethics in recent
discussions, his criticism being limited to Mr. Spencer. I find myself
unable to follow him, however, when he argues that good is a simple
quality, like yellow or bitter, discernible but indefinable. He justifies
his position by pointing out that ' good' must be simple, because in it
no parts can be found. But neither can we find parts in ' fatherhood'
or ' kingship' by scrutinizing the men who are fathers or kings, be-
cause, of course, their essence is not ' in ' them as a quality, but in their
relations to other beings, which relations are sufficiently complex.
And similarly goodness is, I should say, just satisfactoriness, not satis-
faction, nor any one quality in the satisfactory things or satisfied beings.
If this view is correct some things are satisfactory because of one
quality or group of qualities, others because of others, and goodness,
like lovableness, desirableness, and, I should add, pleasantness, is not
one thing to all men, or even to any one man at all times, but many
things.

And this explains how Mr. Moore is able to say, ' I believe the
good to be definable : and yet I still say that good itself is indefinable';
a term indefinable in connotation, while definable in denotation! He
can, namely, pick out the essence, possibly even the goodness, of each
group of good or satisfactory things, but he cannot discern the good
qualities common to them all, for there are none.

These things are worth pointing out because, as the author is at
pains to insist, and rightly, a scientific ethics, in addition to reaching
right conclusions, is called upon to give right reasons for them. Good
men accomplish the former, but only competent scientists the latter.
Mr. Moore's conclusions in Part I. seem to me in the main secure and
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valuable. The author may be mistaken in holding that the goodness
of pleasure is not in its pleasantness, that of fullness of life in vitality,
that of a good will in its chosen efficiency and wisdom; though, of
course, each may on occasion be good for other reasons too. But he
is assuredly right in maintaining that no one of these things is alone
good, there being several classes of good things.

Passing over the judicious discussion of right conduct, we come to
the main thesis of the last chapter, that the pleasures of human inter-
course, and aesthetic enjoyment, are the two things greatly good,
which is interestingly set forth at some length. Here the objection
would seem to be to what is excluded, rather than to what is included.
Surely other things are greatly good. If doubt exists, ask the camper
about fullness of life, the participator in large enterprises about a
steady and reasonable will, a clear and smoothly running mind, power
efficiently exercised for a worthy object, or a worthy national chief
executive about a well organized state in a rich country, peopled with
worthy citizens. There are circles in these suggestions as must be the
case if activities are to be included among our greater goods, and wise
men have considered them, rightly I think, to be the greatest. But
the alternative is to strangle life by logic, and count among human
goods only emasculated passivities. S. E. MEZES.
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Societa e Ideale Etico. E. MORSELLI. Rivista Filos., Nov.-Dec,
1904; Jan.-Feb., 1905.
What is the relation of the stud}' of society to the ethical standard ?

Does it afford any light upon the respective values of the conflicting
ideals — individualism and socialism — which compete for approval
to-day? Spencer's individualism is not derived from his biology;
indeed the conception of individualism is brought into union with the
biological principle of adaptation to environment by an optimistic
teleology like that of the orthodox economists. Neither is the indi-
vidualistic goal which he foresees warranted by the course of society
thus far. For society finds itself obliged to multiply rather than
decrease its functions. Nor is it legitimate to confound, as Spencer
does, individuality with independence. Individuality does increase
with social progress; but this very increase means an increase of
needs and hence of dependence. Wundt's theory of the will, present-
ing an ideal which subordinates the individual to the whole, is a
legitimate development of German idealism. But both aspects of the
theory, (1) that the will is the good, and (2) that the universal will,
just because it is universal, is good, encounter difficulties if applied to


